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9 No. 1455, Jupiciat, 7rE OcroBer 1897.

%

GOVERNMENT OF MADRAS.

JUDICIAL DEPARTMENT. i”)\,

Reap—ihe following papers :—
G.0., Mis: No. 2128, Revenue, dated 28th April 1897.

Read—again G.0.; No. 1416, Revenue dated 13th M
Ol i ) March .

of Revenue to state whether, in the circumstancesls%a?t%dr?(tlueBtmg the Board
to allowing a lien for two years on the permanent al;; has any objection

Kamarazu, Probationary Inspector of Police, in the Kistn(;indtjmtel.lt of B.C.
strict.

-

Read—also the following paper : —

Proceedings of the Board of Revenue (Separat .
ond Agril 1897. (Separate Revenue), Mis. No. 1336, dated

Read—G.0.; Mis. No. 1416, Revenue, dated 13th March 1897

Resolution—Mis. No. 1336, dated 2nd April 1897,

With reference to the Government order read

rally objectionable in the case of an officer huldinagb 0,: e;;?:i Il’)oard considers it gene-
him a lien for any considerable time as, if, after the expir Ofa. thap pontment to grang
he should be foynd to be a failure, it would be unfair %70 th. © period of probation
been employed in his place to have to revert. This objectic e substitutes who haye
case of the present petitioner, however, who is only a Sub-lm does ot apply to the
will not therefore oppose the grant of the concession applied fﬂSPecto}-’ and the Board
however, that two yearsis an excessively long time during (;Iv‘}?ic him. Tt congiders

D ?

away from his proper work, and that a year should suffice for thg to keep an officer

Police to decide whether he should be confirmed or not, Pemsmiovi
(True Extract.)
(Bigned)  EDMUND MILLETT
To the Secretary to Government, Revenue Department. e Secret“’ry

Order—Mis. No. 2128, Revenue, dated 28th April 1897.

In the circumstances stated by the Board in i ;
petitioner’s request may be' complied with. i roceedings read above, the
b

9. The petitioner will be referred to the Board

orders in his case. ard of Revenue which has received
3. The Board’s Proceedings will be transferred to the Judie

consideration of the question raised in the concluding sentenc udicial Department for

(True Extract.)

(Signed)  G. STOKES
)

To the Board of Revenue (Separate Revenue). 4g. Secr etary o Government, ‘“

Peotitioner (paragraph 2).
Judicial Department.

No. 1455, JupiciaL, TIH Ocroper 1897.

From M. HAMMICK, Esq., 1.CS, Tnspector-General of Police, to the Chief
Secretary to Government, dated Madras, 9th June 1897, No. 1992.

With reference to endorsement, No. 1063, dated 17th May 1897, made upon
@.0., Mis. No. 9128, Revenue, dated 28th April 1897, raising the question of the length
of an inspector’s probation in the Police department, I have the honour to say that

Cihe difficulty arises from the fact that in some cases, through no fault of their own,
« probationary inspectors caunot be reported upon for confirmation within the year of
their entering the department. It apparen'tl 4 has‘always been the }'ule thai.; the date
of confirmation should be the date from which an inspector takes his place in the list
and obviously the earlier an inspector 18 confirmed the better ehance he has of rising

~ in the list.

9. The regular course through which an inspector passes is as follows : first,
ipstruction in drill otfice work, &e., for three months at head-quarters; then, train-
ing as an insp. | r's writer for two months; and then lastly, work in a separate
division for /' Steen months.  As T remarked 1n my lotter read in G.0,, No. 884,
Judicial, dated 30th April 1895, in a large distriet it is sometimes m_]posslble for a
Superintendent to report on an inspector’s work within the time required, as report

must, under the rules, be based on a personal examination of the inspector. Moreover,
L ihs case of out siders who enter the department very young it does often take more
than a year to properly test an inspector’s Work. Within the year he will have been
only geven months in independent charge of a division, and it 18 quite possible that
no cases may oceur in that period of sufficient difficulty to really test the ingpector’s
capacity. 3
3 3_)1 quite agree, however, in the view taken by the Board that it is objectionable
“one department should be kept as long as two years away from his

t an officer of one 7 ouad !
??n gepartment with the possibility {hat he may return at the end of that period, and

ooest that the following 1‘_‘1]3: if adopted, might overcome the difficulty.
}r}mo(‘illl;%is\‘;ﬁ;, as 1 have stated above, 18 this, that if it is made a rule that one elass's
ot probationary inspectors .sball be confirmed at the end.of a year's probation, while
another class may be retained for two years on pt;obatmp, .the. first @ass will gain
through 10 merit of its OWD by obtaimng 4 years seniority in the list. 1 would
recommend therefore that, while 16 18 ruled that inspectors taken from other depart-
ments of the public gervice shall'be .oonﬁ_l‘med or discharged at thp end of one year,
the position W ioh an ingpector is given in the list shall be according to the date on .
which he entered the departmgnt as a prgbatmnary inspector, and not as is now the
case according to the date of his confirmation. 1f this is done, I have no objection to
directing that, in the case of all probationary mspf’.:otors taken from other departments
of the public gervice, Supenntendents shall examiue and report upon them for final

' within one year from the date of their entertainment in the department.

tion ;
%;ntﬁhr:l:a; o of outsiders who are often very young the two years’ probation should, I

consider, still be the rule.

Memorandumm, No. 1462, Judicial, dated 13th July 1897.

.0., No. 1154, dated 5th July 1889, lays it down that no prgbatéonary inspector
<hall be confirmed until he has passed the de:partmental test (which is held about the
Tk 1060 ember of every year) and that all sugh inspectors shoulfl be allowed two chances
ts ass this examination. If the probationary period of inspectors enlisted from
th%r departments were limited to ome year as now proposed, these men would have

“ o1y one chance of passing the test. Further, if an officer from another department

OntZX'S the force as an ingpector @ few days after the examination (say on the 10th

% MER BEE Bo has to wait for nearly a year before he can appear for the test and,

goon after his examination 18 OVer, his term of prqbauon‘mll'have expired. But it

%01 be some time before the results of the examination are known, and it is not clear
" what appointment he should be permitted to hold in the meantime. Should he be

'+ severted to bis former appointment or should he be allowed to continue on probation

S
l'wal-in the Police department until the results are announeed -

2. Again,

under training for about six months before he can be placed in charge of a division,

ander the existing rules, a probationary inspector has to be kept L




TR

No. 1455, Juprciar, Tre Ocroser 1897,

If the period of probation were curtailed to one year, the in S

about six months’ divisional work and experienice, and i: mlf;P;(‘i:W would iave only

possible in every instance to gauge accurately the competence of ?ﬁrhaps, be found I

work he turns out in so short a period. : e officer by the By
3. Before, therefore, passing orders on the foregoi E s

desires that the Inspector-’General will favour it withga?llll;,g rlgte‘ﬁ’ e Govern.mei%’ s &

offer on the points referred to above, and state how he pro 0:!‘ s he may desire to J A LM

difficulties therein indicated. Poses to overcome the 2 ]

(Signed) 7. F. PRICE,

To the Inspector-General of Police. Chief Secretary. o

From M. HAMMICK, Esq., I.C.S., Tnspector-General :
Secretary to Govel"nment,,'dated ,Ma.dras', 21st Septeu?lf)ef(ilslg? mi 10é1ief

With reference to memorandum, No. 1462, Judicial Sy TR )
regarding the probationary period of inspectors in the Po’li:;i: t:d (}13 tt};dJ y 1897,
departments of the public service, I have the honour to expregipmn from other
have delayed so long in replying to the reference. T have not re 1{yd?et§r?t that I
because I have so far seen no way out of the difficulty raised byp(;%‘— it before,
have been hoping that something would occur to me as a solution vﬁ"’t‘me"@:, I
present see no means of reducing the period of probation below two - o et S 6%
the difficulty of the test. This difficulty did not occur to me whe‘x)ir Iars_owmg to
letter, dated 9th June 1897, No. 1992. Wrote my

2. The present arrangement under which every probationer i " s
himself twice for examination in the departmenta{ ?est must, 1 :h;t}il]: vff ct 0 present
The test is a difficult one and there are several failures at each examiliatioonnnnﬁd: ;
I think, impossible to insist upon probationers passing it within one year of t}j:{ ‘I__t_!‘s?
ing the Police. If, as I hopein a few years’ time may be the case, the Pl‘eseni enter-
and court inspector be abolished and sub-inspectors appointed ,ilistéa.di and s%hoo
prospects of station-house officers be improved and the Vellore school tri’ainin" : vt,h? :
to extend over six months, the Police will not need to indent upon other Govéi;gﬁgaae’
departments to the extent that is now found necessary. The present arrangem, o
moreover, looks more inconvenient than it practically is, because it is only a vger" fn&? T
men who are sent back to their permanent appointments after two years. It isyv_e- D
few men I have sent back at all, and if selection is made carefully at first and 0;? ‘
those men appointed who have good recommendations and fairly good e dacationsy
qualification, there isno reason to suppose that the number of those who have to revert
will increase. Out of those that revert many, of course, would go back early in the
period of their service. I find that out of forty men taken from other departments T 0
have had to send back only three in three years. : L

3. I hope, under these circumstances, Government will allow the present arrange-
ment to continue at least until it is seen whether in the next few years any real

inconvenience is felt. B b &

o—— e

Ozrper—No. 1455, udicial, dated 7th October 1897.
In the circumstances stated by the Inspector-General in the last of the foregoing . B«
letters, the existing arrangements in regard to the probationary period for inspectore e

should continue for the present, » ' ; : : |
vt ,#7 e O

- for Chief Smmry N = L

To the Inspector-General of Police.
» Revenue Department. -
,» Financial Department. "

Exd, P, Seetharam,
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